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ASSOCIATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
Henry Reuss Federal Plaza, Suitc 300
310 W. Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, W1 53203

(414) 297-3141, ext. 3009

April 4,2003

The Honorable Jo Anne B. Barnhart

Commissioner of the Social Security Admimstration
P.O. Box 17703

Baltimore, MD 21235-7703

Re:  Statement of the Association of Administrative Law Judges in Response to the Notice
of Final Rulemaking with Request for Comment — Video Teleconferencing
Appearances before SSA Administrative Law Judges, 68 F.R. 5210

Dear Commissioner,

I write on behalf of the Association of Administration Law Judges (“AALJ"™), which represents the
Administrative Law Judges (“ALJs”) employed by the Social Security Administration (“SSA™) and
Department of Health and Human Services (‘DHHS™). This letter is submitted to comment upon
whether claimants should or should not be empowered to veto the use of video teleconferencing
(“VTC") to take the testimony of expert witnesses.

When the VTC regulations first were proposed, I commented upon this issue, among others, in my
letter dated February 28, 2001. 1 attached to my letter the January 29, 2001, report by Judge David
Agatstein, who thoroughly investigated and commeuted upon this issue, among other VTC issues.
Judge Agartstein’s report was accepted by the AALJ Board on February 2, 2001. Copies of my 2001
letter, Judge Agatstcin’s report, and the appendices to his report are attached for your reference and
submitred as part of AALJ’s response to the current request for comment on this issue.

The ALJs strongly support your determination that only the ALJs will make the decision whether to
schedule a VTC hearing appearance by an expert witness, and that the claimants should not be
empowered to veto the use of VTC to takc expert witness testimony. We strongly support the
deletion of the proposed amendments to 20 C.F.R. §§ 404.938, 416.1438 that would have given the
claimants such a veto.

The many good reasons for not permitting the claimants to veto VTC testimony by expert witnesses
are stated cogently in the comment and response on this issue in the Notice of Final Rulemaking at
68 F.R. 5215-5216, as well as in my 2001 letter, Judge Agatstein’s report, and appendix II to his
report that was prepared by the ALJs in the West Des Moines OHA. I bricfly will restate the
reasons here:

1. Due process fully is accorded to the claimant if (s)he can see, hear, and cross-
examine the expert witness, and confront the expert with documentary evidence, ail of which can be
done by VTC. Both Medical Experts and Vocational Experts tcstify based upon evidence in the
record, not personal examinations or evaluations of the claimant. The cross-examination of the
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expert will be regarding the expert’s qualifications and accuracy of the testimony. Therefore,
physical proximity of the claimant and expert are not necessary.

2, To obtain expert witness testimony when it is impractical for the expert to appear in
person is a primary purpose of VTC hearings. A claimant’s veto of VTC expert testimony would
defeat this purpose. It is not reasonable to expect physicians and vocational experts to spend the
time and trouble to travel great distances to appear at hearings when there is technology that can
make their appearances easy. The lowa VTC test showed that many experts, particularly
physicians, will decline to make such avoidablie trips to remote sites and even some urban areas,
when they know VTC is available. VTC permits the ALJs to obtain testimony from *‘super
specialist” physicians who may be available at only a few facilities in the U.S. in those select cases
in which such testimony is needed to understand a claimant’s unusual impairment and limitations.
A claimant’s veto often would prevent needed expert testimony or relegate ALJs to obtaining the
needed testimony through the ponderous and time consuming written interrogatories procedure.
Thus, a claimant’s veto would reduce the effectiveness of VTC in improving the hearing process.

3. A claimant’s veto of VTC expert testimony would serve no purpose other than to
facilitate “expert shopping™ and permit a claimant to prevent the taking of potentially adverse expert
testimony.

4. Determining what testimonial and documentary evidence should be part of the
hearing record is the role of the ALJ, not the claimant. There is no due process enhancing reason to
make the taking of VTC expert testimony the sole exception. A claimant has the right to object to
expert testimony based upon the expert’s qualifications or bias. Under the final regulations, a
claimant may object to taking expert testimony by VTC, but the objection correctly cannot bar the
VTC expert testimony, unless the ALJ finds that circumstances warrant an in person expert
appearance, such as the need to address a claimant’s allegation of personal bias or dishonesty. The
final regulations are consistent with the agency’s internal procedure of permitting a claimant to
object to the use of interrogatories to obtain expert testimony, upon which an ALJ must rule.
However, a claimant’s objection does not require the non-use of interrogatories. HALLEX
(Hearings, Appeals and Litigation Law Manual) [-2-530, I-2-542, [-2-557.

5. The practical benefits from VTC of the reduced cost of experts’ appearances because
of reduced travel costs and numbers of experts used, and the ability to efficiently schedule hearings
with the same expert on the same day in several different locations, would be compromised by a
claimant’s veto of VTC expert testimony. If claimants can veto VTC expert testimony, several
experts would be needed to go to the different locations. Thus, a claimant’s veto would reduce the
effectiveness of VTC in improving the hearing process by delaying the scheduling of hearings and
raising trave] and expert witness costs.

Please feel free to contact me if you require any further clarification or documentation for these
comments. Thank you for your careful consideration of these important concerns.

Respectfully submitted,

Ronald G. Bernoski
President



APR-B4-2083 13:25 OHA SOCIAL SECURITY

1718 590 1673  P.24

MJWWW

‘Wisconsin Ave- Reom 820
310 Weart St
Tel. (414) 297.3141
28, 2001 ‘
Febroxy .
President

Conmmissioner of Social Becurity )
P.0. Pox 17703
Baltimare, MD 212357703

Dear Commissiontr: i
Association i L-CLO. (“ , i8
ofA&mnineI:me IFP.TE.AF /
'{:mboﬁ)hudww of-lmemw

mofmzimpmuofﬁsime.lukdwofowww“mm

' i invegtigation of the
O . A A 00 b S S L L

in" 29, 2001
mmmws_m_wlm ),
Mﬁmzmx.mmmm@ymmmg?m 16,
(Mas.udd&ﬁudwmdmmmmd ebruary
zwlmnudmvdmﬁmwﬁswhmeﬂmc Proposed

Rulemaking:

( i hearing for
rules 404.938 and 416,1438 state “We will schedule uip-p::::hunns pl
wnﬂyuﬂmmwudo?mmaﬁdwww’ not want



APR-B4-2003 13:25 OHA SOCIAL SECURITY 1718 598 1673 P.@5

proposed rogulations, uMWhWWW’:
?Mwwmmsﬁmiamcfubmmwum:omm
Wmmhmwwgwx::d(m% \':mde).

g i which the 4 I ‘ } :

' rwmhmmmwmﬁm:mm Law Jodge :rmminpntby
autaonity to debermine wheSier a particular hearing will be canductad wholly or
vmwmmmsﬁmmmp@?m&mﬂmm “O;s
cwmﬁmmmmmumam«mdmm;
hmdmmlaﬂmdhﬂy.behﬂofﬂww.lm teative
mﬁmmmmm:

. ; e . haves
hﬂlcmuuofmma&mmmvele“dpmympm
'wwmnmmmmmﬁmwmm_@ )
;ﬁuﬁnﬁﬁunﬁ&mﬁ:mmMnmoﬁuquhm?:we

hwmmuhmmmwwhwmqw_mmmm .

wmmmmummdwquhmmm
mumofmnwmmmmmpmmmqmbe -
M&ewﬂﬁﬂmdwﬁmmhp}mwhwmxﬁh the trave] ime
involved, and the mumber of clsimants in ofher locations who are waitipg for the
adwimistrative law judge to hear their cases™ -

dovobe, those sclled in drufing Social Security reguletions wil improve both the
ﬁwuddmw‘jvuhmmwm:m |
mum«mmwmmum i
sppropriate fogm of heding in any given ¢ase 1S of peramount mpariance in preventing

mmmmmmmwmmmmmumw'
hmwhyﬂnwwwhmmwhmlnuqsmm:s
w!hedMif(l)h_nmmﬁeupm..hmtheMWhM

impractioal for s expat in person. Judges who bave cxamined the proposed
nmg:mﬂyzmamvﬁmwm for rejecting the
mmm&hmwmudmmﬁm



APR-B4—2003 13:26 OHA SOCIAL SECURITY 1718 590 1673 P.B6

. clarification of documestmion for
1o contact me if you yequire auy farthes clacin :
wmuﬁ” “Thexik you for your snticipated carefilsteation t fhese Smportizt

CONCELILS.



APR-B4-2003 13:26 OHA SOCIAL SECURITY 1718 598 1673 P.gv
Sele 500 '

Bables DAVID J. AGATSTEIN . VOICE: (g ML
Los | :
:-Ln. 01N Ugited States Adwministrative Law Judge onall: cpR2tgi@mpe.uet

Jamary 29, 2001

Honorsble Ropald Besnoskd
President, AALJ
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310 West Wisconsin Ave.
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RE: Video Teleconfierencing Hearings: Report and Recommendations
Desr Ron:

uste the proposed Regulations entitled “Scheduling Video Teleconfesence
wm&wmm Yudges,” 65 Federal Register 1059 (Janvary 5, 2001) T
bave not appended the ten page doctment; it is svailable st Fodersl Register Online]. Ordinatily,
yuch evaluation would lead to an Associatiop response to the Notios of Proposed Rulemaaking,
which respenise is due March 6, 2001. While it is important that we do respond to the NPRM,
&mkﬁguhﬁoﬁgifd@%ﬁﬂhﬂtﬁgiﬁﬂtﬁeﬁm&cmmdqﬁﬁm‘dﬁe
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Mdhmmuiwmuh&mﬁmmms_mw
:guumiuﬁmwiﬂlmof&eminthmmwwm
(Huntington, WVA, Albuquerque, NN, snd West Des Moines IA) and independent resesrch. By
ensil and webpage postings, I invited all Judges (pesticnlarly AALT tiembers) to comment on
this issne. Boowuse of the short time frame, ] have not yet received the agency's xesponse to the
Information Request. However, a sipnificant number of Judges offered thoughtfol comments.

Amang the Jadges surveyed, opirions rnged from tota] opposition o video teleconference
hearings (generally, on grounds of due process and judicial decorum) through qualified
mwm(mmmhﬁdmmmmmamm)
thoough enthusiastic acosptance. Not sarprisingly, Judges who have had to travel long distances
wnder adverse conditions to conduct besrings in renote hewring xites expresscd the latter visws.
Those Judges alvo mentioned the difficulty of assembling olsimants’ attomeys, expert witnesses
and inteypreters — factors cited in the preamble to the Regnlstions themselves. .

My own vicw {s that video teleconference hewtings should be an availshle option, to be used in
the sole discretion of the ALY to Whom the case {= assigned. The proposed Regulations avoid
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Search for the Truth: Credibility of Claimants® Allegations, Proceadings of 2000 AALY
Conference, 67 ct seq.) 1 conclude that credibility is a acpument that can be mwsed in this
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¥idridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976), which is, of course, s Jesding case in Social Secuity disability
law as well. The Mathews test, a3 stated in Balcer, i
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1995, 55 Md. L. Rev, 1001 (1996). A contrary result in a distinguishable case was seached in
United States v. Friecaon, 208 F.34 282 (C.A.1. (Mass) 2000).
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disability besxings conducted by various state aud federal agensies. [hie HankqupICy LOWT was an
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we will aext consider.

_As yated in the presmble to the proposed regulations:

“All three sites {Hentington, Albuguergue, and West Deos Moines] hed some equipment
problems, particularly at the beginning of the tests. ... [Some] represcntatives advised their
clients not to elect a video teleconfeserice hearing based on their initial experiences, especially in
the Albuquerque-El Paso and Huntington-Prestonburg tests. In those two tests, [becanse the
alaimant still had to travel to the same] remote hearing location to which he or she would have
had 0 travel for an in person hhearing, there was no travel benefit to the individual, Because
participation rates at Hustington- Prestonburg and Albuquerque-El Paso were low we bave not
sttemptedl to draw infevences shout customer service from these tests.”

Comments from Judges in the field confianed this general assesament of the situation in
Alvogquerqos sad Hustington. Somie of the problems may be sttributed to finity test design;
others, such as the problem of un-representod clajmants, may be more fundamental. One Judge
sated: ,

“The expesience in Albuquerdque was singalarly unsaccessful, ... Our problems with video
conferwacing were relishility [equipment fajlure]. ... One docs not get the feeling of an actual
hearing. Manty of the subjective clements that tip you off to something are missing. If T were 2
rep, I wovld never agree 1o a video hexing. ... Then there is the problem of exlubits submgitted at
bearing, We kept the fux machine Immming."”

One Judge in Region I put it this way; “The Judges here are ot in fevor of hearings vis video
teleconference. ... Ithes heen my personal exparience with video teleconference hestingy that it
13, essextinlly, watching two people (the claimant and representative) talk to each other on
television.”

Ou the other hand, the preambie states:

“Our experience was very diffevent in Iowa, where we were not limited 10 wing an establishad
rTemote hearing location tut had the benefit of the wide-zanging ICN [Jows Communications
Network —~ “a statewide network that places video te]econferencing facilities within abont 20
miles of most Jowa residents']”. .., “The participation rate fow the Jows test was over 40 percent”
SSA surveyod the prrticipants. A, “larpe perventage” [ic 10 detxils arc given in the preamble]
rsted the VTC hearings as “‘convenient™ oy “very convenient” and over ol service as either
“good” or “very pood” ... “Based on all these factors - customer satisfaction, ability to provide
mare timely hesrings [no details in the premmble], savings in ALY ravel time, fastes case
processing [cases nead Dot be accunulated to wake up a trave) docket] and higher yatio of
bearings held to hearings schaduled [why is that?} - we decided that condncting hearings by
VTC is an efficient sesvice delivery alternative. We ided that i i
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Thcl\ldﬂ in Iowa confixm this favorable sssessment:

“A.lyoupohbltha',we(ﬁeAUs)inWDthebamholdinsvidaohuﬁusfoummbuof
years, well over & thousand so fir. All of the ALJs in the office are panticipating ... Over the yeers, we have
found that the video hearings are a great altemative to traveling to remote sites for hearings. The video program
hins helped to dramatically reduce our travel time, cut the traveling cogts of the ALJs, expert witnesses, hearing
reponters and claimants, and lowsred the number of postponed hearings becsuse of weather and travel
difficulties. We are able to utilize expect wittiesses by video that would not be svailable a2 remote trave] sites.
Most importantly, the claimants and representatives have been very pleased with the process which has also cot
their tryve] times, has helped cxpodite hearings and helps to give them a more cven flow of hearings than used
to gocir when they would have 2 rush of cases when an ALJ visited the remote site. No one has ever
complained that they believed that there was agy denial of due process with the video hearings, which are
nothing like a telephone heasing, In [owa there aye » number of fiederal and state courts that are using video
hesrings, as well as state (ODS, Parole Boards) and federal agenciss (including INS).”

Of course, not cveryone lives in Jowa (for obvious reasous, very few people live in Jows) sud not every
state bas, or needs, 3 wide-ranging commupications network As another Judge stated:

“] think this vechnology bas been sucoessfully used in the West Des Maines Hearing Office. I think it is most
useful in our westem offices where distances are great, populations sre scattered, and winter westher is a
significant problcm. In 3 small office ke Maonan, we only have ane ramote hearing site. Itis in Albny,
Geotgin. The swrounding sves is completely rural and the sverage claimant reads st 2 grade school level or less.
Many claimants are not represented by comnsel and Iack trinsportation. In these circumstances I do not think we
will have moch huck using this tachnology. I believe that this wechnology is expensive and each bearing office
should look st their cascloads, claimant population, and make a cost/beaefit amalysiy. This is a decision that
needs 1o be based on the individual circumstance of 2 hearing offics avd its service area. It should not be
imposed from the top, looal conditions being ignared, to satisfy the mending appetite of management to impose
tecimology wifhout consulting those who actually do the work,™

To which we might add: not in Macos, aod not in Minhatten either.

In short, while a sumber of Judges and commentators express legitimats skepticicm shout video
conferenc: hearings, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that courtroom teleconferencing, undes
catam cinaumstances, is the wave of the fiture. Whether the firture bas axsived is another question.

The Proposed Regulations

mm'sdmhﬁmwbew ot Federal Register Online, [wais acoess.gpo.gov,

DOCID:f105ja01422]. Some of the langvage is contained in the exiating regulations; I bave considered,

but do not. find it pecessary to addrese those comments aimed st regulations already in force. Noc hava [
" atwenyed 10 summarize in this report all of the many thoughtful observations of the Judges who
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the propused segalaions. I strongly agree with Pojnt 1. }f that cannot be achieved, I endorse
Point IJ with equal vigar:

PaintI: As ouc Judge succinctly put it: “Praposed 404.936 states that ‘We aay schedule’ 2
video hearing. lmnwmmmmmymm-mmu
scheduled. The ALY shoald have the right to decide if a video hearing is appropriate. 111
try soxne video hearings, and foel they sre an unacceptable method, then X should be sble to
refase to 3o thew, sud to ingist on Jive heariugs.” Conversely, the ALY should have the powey
mmammmhwmﬁmmmmdmmm
that the ALY may changs “the site and/or time of your scheduled video conference hearing and

. mmmﬂuﬂudwmxwdh?mm;"fumdﬁdmmdomt
expresaly suthorize the ALY, in the exercise of general discretion, to change from ane form of
hearing 1o another. Proposed nile 416.1436 contains the same objectionsble language.

One office dissents fram Point I, on the grounds that it will Jesd to “arbitrary and non-vniform
use of tic process.” However, I trust thet the Judges will not behave arbitrarily, but will vse
sound disaretion, and, as mggested shove, most commentators sgree that sgency-imposed
“ppiformity” in this area is pyecisely what we want o svoid.

Point JX: Peoposed sule 404.938 and 416,1438 state: “We will schedule an in-person hearing for
you if you tell us thst you do not waut a video teleconference hearing or do not want an expert
witness to testify via video teleconference.” There is sbsalutely no justification for allowing
the cladment to determine whether the expest will appesr in person or by video conference
hook wp, 30 long ax the clajmant can see the witness, hear the witness, cross-examine the
witness, and confront the witness with documentary evideace. This provision will serve bo
purpose other than to faoilitate “expert shopping”. The objection is developad ot greater length in
a proposed sesponise to the NPRM prepared by the Judges in West Des Moines. (Appendix I

Many commentators state that the claimant should have a right to appest before the Judge
personally, as the proposed regulations contenaplate, I (and a few other Judges who have
expressly considered the rumifications Of this point) respectfilly disagree, I believe the Judge
should have a right to arder 3 video conference hearing if (for example) the claimant is
incarcexated, and video conferencipg facilities ixe available in the prison. While the proposed
vegulations may, of course, be changed in the fiture, I believe it is the responsibility of the AALY
10 seek the broadest possible discretion for cach individual Judge. Iurge the adoption of plenary
discretion, as set forth in Point I )
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2, mmtmm»wmmmmﬂm of the proposed

regulations. :
Respectfully Submitted,
DavidJ, Agaisiein,

' ' AALJ Director,
CC Board and Members, AALY Region IX

P.13
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" Agpendix]

See c.z., Telephous Hegrings in Florids, 38 U. Miami L. Rev. 593 (1984), Telepbone
cw:mhwmc-qsw.mz. Rev. 611 (1984); Comment, kunates’
Civil Rights Cases ard the Federa] Cowts, 28 Creighton L. Rev. 1255 (une, 1995); and Farrell,
Saiegtific and Techaological Evidence, 43 Emory L.J, 927 (Summez, 1994), discussing (at fa
53) welfaxe, unexnployment compeasation, and state disability hearings.

Litigation with Science and Technology, 43 Bmary L1, 107} (Summer, 1954), Msmgthe

Virginis experience, and Lederer, ibid. at 1095. (Tadges who attended the AALY Conference in
Williamsburg know that Fred Ledezer is the director of Willisa & Mary's Cowrttuom 21, “the
woﬂd'smﬂh&mbg‘cdlydvmmdwmﬁom")._

A LEXIS scarch reveals firur recent decisiona by the Court of Appeals for Veterans Affairs in
which the initial diaahllty hearing was conducted by video comference. (Nos. 98-2475, 99-2054,
99-197, aud 99-258). Not in Macon but perhaps in Mekeng? .

Closer to hane, couference calls and videocouferences are snthagized for second-leve] gricvance
review procedures under Medicare. Gladieux, Medicare+Choice Appeals Procedures:
Reconciling Due Process Rights and Cost Containment, 25 Am. J. L. and Mad. 61 (1999);
Kitney, Topping and Resolving Convomer Conoems About Health Care, 26 Am. J. L. and Med.
335 (2000). In 1983 (i.e., long before Biker), the D.C. qunheldthathetdq:hnehump
ovided by HHS satisfied due process requirements for all claimns except those igvolving the
credibility or veracity of the clsimant. Geay Panthers v. Schweiker, 716 F24 23 (D.C. Cir. 1983).

Regarding the Bankruptay Coust, see Peace, Symposizm: Law Day 2050, 27 Fla. 8t U, L. Rev.
S(FdLl”D).dﬁu(&ZS)HMVMWTwoCounuiuinﬁvthm
Hearing, N.Y. L], Juae 7, 1999, at 1 (*describ ‘the first videoconference heaging between = _
bnhwyjﬂphhﬂniﬁSﬁundminafmﬁmwmﬁy"‘);MYwm
(Vaxtually) There: The Future of Tedmology in the Bankruptey System, 1995 American
Banigruptcy Institute Jouraal 166.

The use of video taped depositions is “widely accepted™ in foderal trial courts. (Pexritt, op cit.)
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Appendix I

As regards proposed regulation 404.936 () and 404.938(b) we are strongly in favor of having the
mwmmwﬁwwmmwmmumnmmij
and requost an ja person hesxing, Since the begiming of our video hearing project we werc limited to the video
mmthwMNMaWWMwﬁeMMMmmMm
veturn the signed form before we could schedule a video heming. Someone wuuld then have to correlats the
retumed forms with the cascs. The whole jrocess resnlts in an unnecessary waste of staff time and resonrces.
mumdmmmmmmmmwmhmwm
mpﬂmﬁﬁdﬁu&&hﬁd&mdwﬂmdhﬁhhmﬁgﬂmmmm
stiended the hesring without & sepresentative. Despits the good resporise rate to the video election fomns (up to
50%), it has been clear to the ALJs and the office staff that most of the remaining 50% are amepshie to video
mmmmuwwmmmmpmmqm There have beea
many oocasions where romote site in person hearings are scheduled because the claimant did a0t robum the
mﬁmhdogﬁeduof&ehﬂgitmbemﬁmudformmmlh:claimﬂnwantsto
get represcutation, weather or car problems, eta. When elaimants are told of the possibility of holding the
reschedulad hearing by viden, they welcome the idea and make it clear that they had not read any of the material
sent to them and drus had not retumed the election form. -

By allowing OHA to schedule the hearing by video without first having to get the elecgion formus sent and
wmm&dmmhemmeaMmymummummm
Mmbyphgwldmm&ﬁmmadmavoidmemdbmdwlmwbminpmm
hﬂpmhﬂdwﬁdﬁedﬂpﬂmmﬂehhabﬁumﬂmwﬁﬁﬂhbﬂ_ﬁu

As regards proposed 20 CFR 404.936(d). ‘There i no question that we support the claimant's right o reject =
video hearing an request 2u in person hearing. However, since the claimant has #n unqualified right to have an
in person hiesring we do not see the noed for the wording in 404.938(b) that states ‘We will schedule an in-
péssan hearivg for you if.....or do not.want so cxpert witess to testify via & video conferepce”. There appears
tobeummtoﬁﬁ;aqﬁ&mﬂhdahmm‘%ummaommaﬂdmhuﬁu"
Without heving to provide a reason in the first part of that sentence. We are cancesned that the addition of the
wammmmmgwmwwmmmmmm
mmqqhbymmm are dissaticfied with the expert testimony after the video hearing is

mmmnmwam»wnmwmudmmhm'lhmu
possible. Whﬂe&qnbﬂddﬂehdndﬁmﬂ'ﬂd@uthqmwmmm In order
toeﬁdwmilizemwﬁmdwmwmmbemlemmwm&uﬁmamof
several cases each day. thﬁamhhiﬁu&rﬁeﬁnhudngoﬂhedlyﬂmfonhew
hearings that day. Wmeyetybuwenmmyﬁdmhnﬁnaﬁummemmeednuwuch
: hy.-mmmmmmmmmmm If the expert is present at the hoaxing office
Mp%mmm&mmmhuwwmemnmm“mmmﬂu. Otherwise
wmmmbmaweﬁwm ings at various sites throughow the duy. For exmnple,
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would be burdciwoms and cause a major delay in scheduling. Morvover, it would be almost impossible to have
MmymmﬁqumbmthdeMammﬁuﬁrmlyl hesting or to
convince them there would be no security risk to them if they were alone at 2 regnte site with a claimant. An
expert who is located at a remaote gite will alsa be unsble to utilize the reference materia] svailable io the hearing
office, mm(dthsybeabletomiewupmingminthehaﬁngofﬁcewhnetheymwﬁﬂngforthe
heazing to begin at the remote site,

mmwmmmmwm,mmmdmn)ummwmymm
when it comes to medical experts. Iris almost iroposmible to ot medical experts to testify at the larger irban
asoas where the hearing offices are loceted. It is indeed impossible to pet them to appear at remote sites.
Prescatly our hearing office has to rely on the services of a psychiatrist who flies to Des Moines from
Wisconsin, Tomlkeitinmdmypom\leﬁbrhhnmdoso,wemtbenblemnﬂizehissewicelinseveﬂl
cases that day, thus even at the hearing office site we often have o delxy soune cases vutil he is avajlable. He
Wwould not trave! to the remote gites for the cses that be is able to testify in via the videoconference in Des
Moines. nisonlywlmmeuuofvidnmf«mmnmmam:mpwﬁdeupmudnl teatimony 1o
claimants at remote gites. hdﬁﬁou.wminmemhﬂdiantDuMoim,wemtorelym
testimany from roedical expert located in Ames and Jowa City, lowa via the videnconference from those
uviversity medical centers.

the remote sftes. uummwnmobjmwmwmmaf est witnesses,
mmﬂh}dhapﬁﬁm@m%m%bew&khmmmh:pﬁoum
wmmmmmmqwmmmmmgmmmmwmmwm .
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emmofmeqwum.mﬂ’astothedummsfoumewmdwmm,mhngmd
p;ngmemmﬂ:dpl’” and recontacts with the expert when the written responses aye unclear or contradictory, setting
of another round of proffers and additional questions.
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